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This I viStudy h attempt to examine certain-aspects of the dropout problem
_and- to"speci'fica ly study the relationships between certain characteristics
within a handicapped and non-handicapped population.

A review of the existing research as contained in educational-literature was
undertaken which iden'tified characteristics common among secondary school drop -'
outs, described reasons 'given asinfluential in pie decision to leave salool,
'and described those educational programs which have been used in other settings

. for remediatiqh,-retention, early identifitaiion, and other intervention approaches
. ih dealihg with the dropout problem. -!.

Eight-school districtsvhich had special education projects funded tough the 1#

Texas Education Agency agreed to 'participate in data collect-UM.- TheSe districts
reflecte a:wide range of the population of the state of Texas. Two of the
schools were suburtan Schools, one with a middle class population and one with
a .lower middle class population. One school was located#in rural .northeast
TeXas, two were located in rural middle Texas, And one was,a rural southeast
Texas School The remaining schools consisted of an inner city high school and
a high schopl_located in the valley region of 're as in a town whibb has a small
university; Although the population was not ran omly selected, it is reflective
of many sChool districts in Texas. Additionally it is also reflective of a'r
more rural'population than is found in other stu ies of school drgeouts' The
high proportion°6f-inner city school dropouts has tended to cause a concentra7
tion on urban nather than rural subjects.

Two limitations should be noted in a4dition to the nonrandom sample. Data col-

lection was completed by the individual project staff members. Although the re-
searchers provided a definitioh of the characteristics to identified and de-
taited the prOcedures to be followed during on-site visits, direct control over
the actual data collection was not possible.

Secondly, the actual number of dropouts in each district was not available. The :

districts had difficulty. n identifying a curate information Tor various reasons.
Some of the reasons were lack of school r cords on dropouts. and!on their.subse
qUent activities, transfer students who my or m4y not.be attending sohoorelse-
where, and students who left schoOl and then .re-entered. However,-all of the pro'-

-Sect directors agreed that the school superintendent's report t, 'the Texas
EdUcation Agency did not reflect thetruelnuMber of dropouts. he actual tnci-

`dence.Of dropouts was higher. than this figure. Th erefore, the r searchers have

no way of deciding:what size sample wasreflectedly the reported cases. It

:should be noted that the:researOers found that, onsiderable incionsistency in re-
porting students-who lefkSchgOI-duringthe June 1 to August 31 period existed.
:.Unless a.request was made for records, these students were_frequenfly not re-
Tortedlas a schoo1.107Ver. #1

4(-,



Each of t
from. May:

-May 1.976

4 yeah.

school Identify
. 4

e eight school districts. was. asked to all of 'their. dropouts
.

976 through April 1977. This
.
procedure 'was completed for

.)hrOugh January, 1977 and then continued durtng the remaining 'school

Several o the districts chose ,to se only a portien of their total dropout,.

populatio because of lack of pers. nnel available as compared to-dropout numbers.

In add,iti- n to 22, demographic, var
to, person lily`' interview a number o

ables,, (See. Table I) several projects agreed '

dropouts using i--scheduled interview format
During the interviews, these :duts were asked;

,

't yt There anhi the school -could have done
i , .
ng more di ficult?;

)

0 make: your

thch subjects in school did you feel,weremost ttiportant?
le st important?

.Wt-of did .3iou .drop out o-f school?

Attitude. questions directed toward possible intervention
programs, school. programs, and school personnel..

A total of 237 individualropout cases were,obtained. Of thesie cases 111,

or 47 percent, were identified as non-handicapped and 126,,or 53 percent, were

identified, as handicapped. !Learning disatTed or educable mentally retarded

daccounte "for the majority of the handicapping conditions. .

Although 237 cases were recorded, all of the information on.each factor was not

available. Therefore, the- number of respondents on each factor varies, Table

I contains the percent. of total responses of non-handicapped .and handicapped
dropouts reported primarily from school records.

Some differences can be noted between the two groups: There were more

capped males. The racial. classification,s were,,relatily eqal. Marital status

as,,;alsO-fairly even. Age at exit tended to be LSi.miltfr betw en groups. The

t prevaTent age categories were 16, 170,i;and Most of the dropouts left,

school, in 10th or 11th grade, although the.handicapped also had a high numl3er

-
Who left in 9th grade.

The nu ber of days absent was in excess of 15 for.45% of the sample in junior

high a d 57% in senior high. -'In both cases, the handicapped group: had a lftger

occurr nce of absenteeism.
.



waS consisten!Lwith. the populatton T twolhargest handicapping

conditions Were,e0ucablOentally etarded and learning disabled. The non- -

?Ildndicapped group, however, had.a-riumbertof students with I.Q. scores under 90.
Reading 'revel Rstimates,viere consistent with I.Q. scores. Eighty-two percent
of the.handicapped group were two years behind gr'ade level it reading. The
majority.of the handicapped group was below 10th grade placement. This indicated,'.

a failure of many of these studentt to make the transition from junior.tosenior
high school., In the'non-handicapped group, the range of grade placement at exit
was more evenly distributed.

The number\Of: courses failed during,the last school year had a 'fairly even distri-

bution \for both groups. However, 59% of the .entire' population failed five or

more courses: This in iself may- have been a major contribution in3the decision
to/leave school'or in preventing reentry. .

.

4ehome environment of the two4groups was relatively similar. The majority of
.

parents Were not high school,graduates themselves. Their occupational pursuits

tended to' be in unskilled or semi-skilled jobs. A number of the mothers were /

housewives. Generally family size was small, between 1 and 3 children.Econcimi
status was mostoftensestimated as low. However', 69% ofthe dropouts in this
study come from families where both parents were present.

',7he descriptors on school environment showed a 'nmber of differences between the

non-handicapped'and handicapped groups. 'Bot'h groups' had large incidences of
.

schOol,di scipl .inary records. .

1

When asked what the school could do fa retard school gleavin or to tacilitate

reentry, the non-handicapped group answered "counseling" or "nothing". 1h

contrast, the handicapped grOup requested placement im..special prograMs ans jobs -,'

as well as sounseling. This may have been an indication of.the,need for finan-

cially assisted job programs. ,

.
,

The future plans of the two groups differed. The non-handicapped group tended
to have "some" plans for reenrollment, passing the G.E.D. test or full-time

work most often cited. The handicapped group tended to have "no" future plans,
whic'h appeared to indicate a nekt:to offer exit counselihg to this group. En-

rollment in vocational programs fbr lioth.grpups was.,,low. However, the handi-

capped group did Have the higher-portion' of enrollees.

Table II,contaihs the percent of 'esponSes to, those questions' which were Specific_

,to the interviews, APproXimately 50 interviews were conducted '07ith dropouts.

These interViews werein,addition to the above listed variables obtained from

school records. Although all interviews were not'complete, all possible re-
.sponses were used. A greater'number of handicapped than non - handicapped students

were interviewed., These questions centered on attitudinal: :type data and on pro-

grams that schools might institute for dropout-prevention..
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Concerning Aiss subjects, math and vocational courses were listed as the ost
importantAy,the handicapped group while math apd social'studies were list d
as the most important b y the nbn-handicapped group. In oppositionthe ha di-'
capped §rpup listed math as Vie most disliked syubject while: English and ma h
were listed excfusively by the non-handicapped group.

, . .

The responses to the question'of what the school does best is different fo
the two groups. The main" idea given by the non-handicapped group fs help n

_

finding employment. The handicapped group was more aware of the teaching/ earn-
ing"process. Vocational education was also listed as a need. Nine;ty-two er-

cent of the respondents desired more vocational training and_placement
.

,
,

The need for vocational prOgrams was also reflected in the responses to "What
the school could do to make leaving more difficult." The non-handicapped/

`.responses were in two areas only - extra help with school work and job place-
ment: The handicapped group responded in the areas of teacher interest, possi-
bilities .of alternate graduation plans, and vocational placement. This, as re-1

.,.flected in the responses to teacher and principal's attitudes". The majority of
responses for teachers were in "hard to talk to" or "unconcerned." Only 26%
of the total sample viewed the teacher as "helpful," with the majority Of these
responses from the handicapped group. Principals were viewed more positively,
with 55% dif the total responses in the "helpful" category. ,

1 1

.

The last question.concerned the reasons given for dropping out Of'school. These
reasons were fairly parallel for the two grOups. The non-handicapped/group
responded most often that-full-time employment was the major reason far leaving
school. The handicapped group resporided in the financial need categories.
Although these responses were not identical, they did reflect similar financial
need. Both. 5coups desired emplopfient, but the non-handicapped group seemed more
aware of job placement than did the handicapped group. This was another support
fdr the needs of the handicapped in the areas of exit counseling andvocational
placement.

,

In conclusion,.several distinct differences between handicapped and non7handi-

'capped dropouts in this sample were noted. Three;.of the most distinct charac-
teristics of the handicapped groUp were failure to make the junior to senior
high school transition, Tack of future plans,.and.more laositive'vie s of the
educational system: ,

.

.

.

.

.
.
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These differences can b `used in educational decision makingin a number of ways..

ri
FirSt, there is a need:for earlier identification of potential dropouts in order
to provide:remedjatio and/or intervention pftgrams. Second, provision for
exit counseling and career awareness is needed by all dropouts. However, the

neecLappears to be more acute for the .handicapped. Lastly, there are growing
pressures as a result of court decisions and'federal statutes to provide suitable
educational programs for the attainment of minimaY.adult funCtional Skills to

allcitizensdesiring theMthrough. age 21.
,.,

'Additional InformatiOrLon the'entfre.research study tan be-obtained from:

Dr: Norris D. Fox
:Center forResearch and Evaluation
College of Education'
North Texas'State University
Denton, Texas 76203



TABLE I:

PERCENTOF RESPONSES ON SCHOOL.REOORD INFORMATION

ITEM. ' NON _HANDI ITEM
c"

NON

Sex. - Male

Female
214 35

Race 7 White 21 '. 21

Black -3-.:- -7

Mexican .

American : 30

MOrried - Yes ; 27, 15
No ' 27 31 Itr

Years be ow grade- 1.0-2.0
level reading

4.0'

Number.of courses - 1
failed during last .2
yr. 3

4

5

3

1 21;

6' 61

7 ., 7

2 5

6 . 3.

'3 8

.25 34

Highest grade-father'-: 10 7 17,

Age at exit-t14 2 ;4 11 20 12'

r 3 7 12 147 122

16 12 13 .

17 13 174 Occupatiori of father-Unskilled. 7 7

11 . 11 - - . §elniskilled 2? 34

1.-gt 4 --

RI
3 8

Professional 4

'.Grade at exit-1Z,,, 6 , 2

11. 12 12
10 H 15: 17

4 10 18

9-.' 1 , . 7

Regularity of-. .:0 3

,attendance , 174, 29

junior high 57107: 9

(No., of days 10715' 2

absent) 15+ 15

..?" .: :

,Aegolarity.of- 0 4

attendance. J-4 - 7'

.11.igh.school- 57=.10. 11'.

(NO. of days '0-15 2

absent) 15-*;' 24

I.Q. - 45-70
71-89
90-110
110+

2

14

17

4

Grade place-
ment 12 0

il 114 7

10 4 3

9= 6 9 , .

Occupation of mother Unskilled ' 2'

Semiskilled 6 16'

Skilled. 1 3

Housewife '28 42

Other 0 3

2

5 Pupil living arrange -Both parents

4 ment Mother -,

1 Father.

. 30 ..i;:''

......-

Number of siblings,
3 at home 0

7 1

5 2

4 3 or more

33
Economic status - Low 27. 44

Middle > 12 12

High 1 4

35 34

2 12

8

20
23

17

3

8 12 .34

1' 12

9 28 .

14 16

-5 15

Discipline record - Yes
No

16 .34

22 28



TABLE. I (CONT 'D)

PERCENT:OP RESPONSES.ON 'SCHOOL RECORD INFORMATION':

TT NON HANDI

1q044;:re-ellter-SPecial Placement,' 19.

*00,1-if-elp'-lielp find job .157-

*.te:giveri Part-time sChdoling
Day CarA for Child 1 0
Re-enroll' 5 1

Counseling 12

Parental Problems 0 6

None 16

Future plans - Re7enroll

J
G. E.D.

Work

5' 1

.14 0

15 5 1

Military 1 A.

Job Corp 1 '1

. Vocational Training 5 1

Matriage '- ' 0 1

None ..10 40

1,.

Parents contacted - Yes 26 67

No 6 ." I

. EnralledHin VOCa- Yes 1

tional.Program? No 17

13
69



TABLE
. j

PERCENT OF'MQUENCTFOR:INTERVJEOONSES

ITEM

%' OF TOTAL

°NONHANDTCAPPED ;HANDICAPPED

Best thing school ,ehies.

Should More:vocational
education be/Offered?

Teachers attitudes

4 7

principal's attitude

Is' there anything S4hool
coU1d'h'aVe.dOe'to- make
your°1eaving difficuit?

, ,

Meet other.pdbple
Teach-reading .

Help in findingjobs
Teach '-' il'

Yes ,

/

'' 5

/5
24°4

,,

CI
,../

13,

',Hard

UnconCi-ned
Don.'tiknow

Helpful
'-Hard 'to talk to

-UnConcerned °

School sub
.important

to di

. 5

12

::5,

9

7/7

6. /20.
26

ib' 10,

23: 32

4.
d 14.

Teachers-interested 0, 1.5

E2ttra help with School,Work- lq
Fewer subjects" and graduate 4

'it 5 years
Work in sChool-whereNcould'
earn money

claSses and
jgraduate sponer/.:-

6

VocatiOnal
Math'

English
Social StudieS
Btsiness.
Physical educatiOn
Sciences

, WhY'.did You drop .out' of Support my family

school? Want a car: -

:Get Married,
gob `offer
School uninterestin,
Problems with teacher/
principal' ,

SubjeCts'difficule and had .

.

nothing:to do with what

'Teacher's punished, me for

what otherS did
0Ouldn't affordfschool

)9

10

41

25

15 21:
3

12

0
P

18

2

5',

14- 3.,

11

1

<a

2



TABLE II (CONTID)

PERCENT OF FREQUENCY FOR .INTERVIEW: RESPONSES
2.1

What . aubjects didn?.t
you ,34.ke?.


